
2-3

Chapter 2 — Comments and Responses - DEIS

Federal Agencies



2-5

C
hapter 2 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - D

EIS

398-001

398-001, -002, and -003   The trees that would be impacted do not
currently have owls in them, and the Proposed Action would
minimize the impacts to the extent practicable.  BPA is using
approved protocols to survey for spotted owls during the
nesting period for the species.  No owls have been found to
date.

Adding all forest impacts together, the total still represents a very
small percentage (1/10 of 1 percent) of that type of habitat that
will remain available for spotted owl use within the HCP.  BPA
would mitigate for adverse impacts.  BPA has consulted with
USFWS on potential effects to the northern spotted owl, and will
conclude that consultation prior to project construction.
Additional information on consultation is found on page 5-2 of
the SDEIS.  An updated description of potential impacts to the
northern spotted owl is found in Sections 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 of the
SDEIS.

398-002
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398-005

398-006

398-003

398-004

398-004 The Biological Opinion discusses the increased risk of
predation to the spotted owl, and impacts to spotted owls were
determined to be unquantifiable.

398-005 See response to Comment 340-002 for information about land
purchased for compensatory mitigation.  Site assessments that
have been completed for some parcels have been given to SPU
and the USFWS.

398-006 See response to Comments 398-001, -002, and -003.

398-002
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411-001

411-001 Comment noted.

411-002 BPA disagrees with EPA over its assessment that the DEIS
provides no information about the proposed project’s impacts
to the Cedar River Municipal Watershed.  Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences, identifies impacts for each of the
14 resources identified, including the short-term impacts
(construction), and long-term impacts (operation and
maintenance).  With regard to the City’s newly adopted HCP,
BPA disagrees with the EPA’s assessment that the project “does
not appear to comply” with the HCP, which allows no logging
within the watershed.  The City of Seattle’s HCP for the Cedar
River Municipal Watershed is a plan between the signatories,
i.e., between the City of Seattle and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  The plan
covers only actions by the City of Seattle, and does not disallow
all logging within the watershed, only “commercial logging.”

BPA’s purpose is not to commercially log merchantable timber
within the Cedar River Municipal Watershed, only to clear a
right-of-way to construct a high voltage transmission line
between the existing Shultz-Raver No. 2 Transmission Line near
the community of Kangley and connect the line to the existing
BPA Echo Lake Substation, nine miles north of the tap point.
Removing trees to safely construct, operate and maintain the
proposed transmission is incidental to constructing the power
line.  To replace the 1/10 of one percent of the forested habitat
that would be converted to non-forest uses within the 90,546-
acre Cedar River Municipal Watershed, BPA would acquire
other lands that would be conveyed to SPU’s landholdings to
mitigate for this loss of forest habitat.  See response to Comment
340-002.  Additionally, BPA would undertake mitigation within
the CRW to mitigate for altering forested wetlands and
converting them to scrub/shrub wetlands.
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411-003 These sentences have been changed to clarify the information
and additional information was included in the SDEIS.

411-004 Comment noted.

411-005 Environmental quality includes both the natural environment and
the built environment, together with the human environment.
To maintain the environmental quality in a region, the health of
the natural environment and the built environment needs to be
protected.  BPA is the federal power-marketing agency that
markets power generated at federal dams and a nuclear power
plant in the Northwest.  This power is sold to public and private
utility customers and direct service industries throughout the
area.  Electric power is needed by all modern societies to
maintain and promote economic health of an area as well as to
maintain human health and safety.  BPA provides this public
service as required by law, while minimizing any disturbance to
the natural environment and meeting all applicable federal, state
and local laws and regulations.

411-006 In response to this and other comments on the range of
alternatives in the DEIS, BPA analyzed four alternatives outside
of the CRW and explored the non-transmission alternatives in
more detail in the SDEIS.  See pages 2-20 through 2-52 of the
SDEIS.

411-007 See response to Comment 411-006.

411-008 The EIS does clearly say what fish are thought to use each
stream, and cites a relevant authority for each.  Most of these
fish distribution data are based on information in published
databases, which are based on surveys by WDFW, King County
and Seattle biologists.  However, a detailed field survey is
required to conclusively identify whether a stream is or is not
occupied by a given species.  We believe that such surveys are
unnecessary for the purposes of this analysis.  This is because the
analysis presented in the DEIS assumed that all salmonids
potentially present in each stream were in fact present, and
impacts were evaluated in accordance with that assumption.
Moreover, the act of performing those surveys would itself have
a potentially high impact.

411-002

411-003

411-004

411-005

411-006

411-007
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411-009 The environmental analysis assumes that all streams that would
be crossed are fish-bearing.  Tall-growing vegetation would need
to be cleared in the proposed right-of-way, including the riparian
area of Deep Creek.  Low-growing vegetation would be planted
in the riparian area of Deep Creek to mitigate for the vegetation
cleared to the extent possible.

411-010 In siting its transmission facilities, BPA uses information from the
environmental process.  It first tries to avoid sensitive resources.
Where these resources cannot be avoided, the impacts are
minimized.  As for its purpose, BPA builds major electrical
transmission facilities, i.e., high voltage power lines and
substations and switching stations.  Transmission lines, by
necessity, are linear facilities, and as such have difficulty
avoiding all sensitive resources, many of which are also linear in
nature such as streams, and their associated riparian and
wetland areas.  BPA recognizes that local, state and federal
agencies have adopted standards to protect sensitive areas, and
BPA does meet these standards to the extent that it can.  BPA
would do so, however, only after designing its facilities to meet
the National Electric Safety Code, and its own clearing criteria,
so that it could safely and reliably construct, operate and
maintain its electrical transmission system.

411-011  It is true that selection of the No Action Alternative at the
conclusion of the environmental process does not mean that
there would never be a need for future transmission projects,
only that no power line would be considered in the general
area in the near future.  It is also true that the presence of any
existing utility facility would be a logical choice for the siting of
future proposals.

411-008

411-009

411-010

411-011

411-007
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411-012 BPA simply made an observation here that facilities “in the
future” generally cost more than things have in the past, and
that this is generally true for such things as land, materials and
labor.

411-013, -014, and -015   BPA did prepare a biological assessment (BA) and
submitted the document to the USFWS and the NMFS in July
2001.  The USFWS has indicated to BPA that it could not concur
in BPA’s finding that the Proposed Action “May affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect the northern spotted owl.”  As a result,
BPA has prepared an addendum to the BA, addressing the FWS
additional request for more information and submitted this
information to the FWS along with a request to enter into formal
consultation with them on this issue.

In January 2002, NMFS sent a letter to BPA concurring with its
effect determination of “may affect, but not likely to adversely
affect” for Puget Sound chinook and their designated critical
habitat.  This letter notified BPA that the NMFS was concluding
section 7 consultation with BPA in accordance with 50 CFR
402.14 (b)(1).  See Appendix U of the SDEIS and of the FEIS for
copies of letters from NMFS.  BPA’s BA covered the impacts of
the Proposed Action on federally-listed and candidate species
only; therefore, a number of species listed in your letter were
not addressed.  These include the Pacific lamprey, river lamprey,
northern goshawk, black swift, merlin, olive-sided flycatcher the
pileated woodpecker, and five species of bats.

411-016 A number of mitigation measures designed to limit potential
impacts to stream water quality are described in Sections 4.4.2.1
and 4.5.3.1 of the SDEIS.  For example, where the line crosses
the Cedar River (a public drinking source), BPA would double
circuit the towers on either side of the river.  This would avoid
the need to do any clearing of vegetation within about 600 feet
of either bank of the river. We are also avoiding filling any
waters, including wetlands.  BPA firmly believes that the
designated use of the streams the project crosses will retain their
designated uses.  We do not anticipate that a use attainability
analysis, the analysis you refer to, will have to be undertaken to
change the designated use or water quality criteria for any
streams in the project area.  In short, we believe the project
would comply with the state’s anti-degradation policy.

411-012

411-013

411-014

411-016

411-015

411-017
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411-018

411-019

411-017 Section 2.1.1.5 of the SDEIS was updated to include the most
current information about access roads.

411-018 The commenter is correct, the DEIS does state this.  Since the
release of the DEIS, our cultural resources consultant
completed a detailed survey of the project area.  Also, the
Muckleshoot Tribe Culture Committee representatives have
indicated to BPA that they would like to have a cultural
monitor to be present whenever any ground disturbing
activities would take place associated with project activities.
We will comply with this request.

411-019 BPA is working with SPU on the Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPP).  It will be completed and reviewed
before construction if BPA decides to build Alternative 1.
Additional information about the SWPP was included in the
SDEIS.

411-017




